The genus Lycopodium L. (Sp. Pl.: 1101 -1106 . 1753 , as originally circumscribed, comprised 24 species of "Musci ", which today are placed in widely different families. Several genera were split off early on, but the first substantial revision was by Palisot de Beauvois, who did not adopt the name Lycopodium but distributed the Linnaean lycopod species among half a dozen genera of his own. His revision was published in a book (Prodr. Aethéogam. 1805) and partly preprinted in a journal (in Mag. Encycl. 9: 471-483. 1804 ), but Palisot's new generic names as well as the family name, Lycopodiaceae (as 'Lycopodia'), first appeared in treatments of Mirbel (in Lamarck & Mirbel, Hist. Nat. Vég. 3 & 4. 1802) and are currently attributed to Mirbel. Such attribution is erroneous. Mirbel ascribes all new names to Palisot; at the end of the family description, "Caractère de famille", he adds: "caractère fait d'après le manuscript de Palisot de Beauvois" (op. cit. 4: 293); and the formal generic treatment is preceded by the heading "Caractères génériques selon Palisot de Beauvois" (op. cit. 4: 310) . Palisot himself must therefore be accepted as the author of all these names.
Application of the name Lycopodium itself is not in doubt. Britton & Brown's (Ill. Fl Lamarck & Mirbel, l.c. 1802 ). That question is not addressed directly in the ICN, but by implication the answer is: yes, it does -a conclusion that agrees with currently prevailing practice and is supported in particular by the lack of any requirement in the ICN that, for a type designation to be effective, the typified name must be specified with any degree of accuracy. Having at some length demonstrated that Lepidotis, contrary to what is generally believed ever since Pichi published his views, is a legitimate name typified by L. cernua, we must now consider the nomenclatural consequences. These depend on the generic classification one accepts in Lycopodiaceae.
The traditional view recognises Lycopodiaceae as a monogeneric family. Such a broad concept of Lycopodium, while natural, has lost favour in taxonomy and is only rarely upheld in scientific texts nowadays. Under it, the present proposal is of no relevance.
A narrow generic concept, championed by Holub in various papers, has been accepted, in particular, by Wagner & Beitel (in Fl Øllgaard (in Biol. Skr. 34: 117-118. 1989 , under Lycopodiella sect. Campylostachys). Only 2 of these have been named under Lepidotis, against 25 under Palhinhaea (combining information of Tropicos, http://www.tropicos. org, and IPNI, http://www.ipni.org/). Yet, it may be argued that the name Palhinhaea is not widely used and the single species in it that is generally known, P. cernua, already has been named under Lepidotis, so that the case for conserving the former name against the latter is not overwhelmingly strong.
There is, however, an intermediate generic concept, recognising 3(-4) natural and reasonably well defined Lycopodiaceae genera: Huperzia Bernh., Lycopodium L., and Lycopodiella Holub, the latter of which includes L. cernua (L.) Pic. Serm. and must therefore, for reasons of priority, bear the name Lepidotis. Lycopodiella thus circumscribed has been accepted by, e.g., Pichi Sermolli (in Webbia 31: 320. 1977) and Øllgaard (in Opera Bot. 92: 153-178. 1988 & l.c. 1989 , and in a large majority of recent floras and floristic catalogues (note that in many cases, when only one or a few species are included, it is not possible to know whether Lycopodiella is being used in the wide or narrow sense). This circumscription has recently been adopted in the influential paper on pteridophyte classification by Christenhusz & al. (in Phytotaxa 19: 7-54. 2011 ) and has again been commended by Christenhusz & Chase (in Ann. Bot. 113: 571-594. 2014 ).
According to Øllgaard (l.c. 1988, l.c. 1989) , followed among others by Chinnock (in Orchard, Fl. Australia 48: 66-85. 1998 Most of the ca. 60 species of this combined genus have been named under Lycopodiella, but only 10 under Lepidotis (a majority of combinations published under the latter name pertains to Lycopodium s.str. or Huperzia). Furthermore, since Pichi's 1971 paper negated its legitimacy Lepidotis has been completely dropped from use, with the lone exception of Pignatti (Fl. Italia 1: 38. 1982) . No useful purpose is served by taking up that name again and abandoning the widely used Lycopodiella except in a sense restricted to a small group of circum-boreal species.
Conserving Lycopodiella against Lepidotis would solve the main problem, but would not restore Palhinhaea as a legitimate name. Those opting for a narrow genus concept in Lycopodiaceae, whose number may well increase in the future, would have to transfer to Lepidotis all species currently placed in Palhinhaea and, to do so, would have to propose ± 30 new species-level combinations. The above proposal is an elegant way to ensure at one stroke the best possible stability under both taxonomic scenarios. Not only does it permit continued use of the otherwise illegitimate name Palhinhaea by those who favour a narrow definition of genera, but by rejecting Lepidotis it removes the threat to Lycopodiella in the wider sense (Art. 14.7). The Committee for Vascular Plants is therefore requested to consider the merits (or otherwise) of the proposal on both levels, not only the one that is apparent from the to-be conserved name.
There are very many examples of basic floristic literature in which Lycopodiella has been used for a genus that includes L. cernua.
